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Sir: 
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REMARKS 

Applicants hereby request a Pre- Appeal Brief Review (hereinafter "Request") of the 
claims finally rejected in the Final Office Action mailed May 3, 2005 and the Advisory Action 
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mailed July 19, 2005. The Request is provided herewith in accordance with the rules set out in 
the OG dated July 12, 2005. 

Claims 1-11, 13-17, 19-24, 26-30, 32, 34 and 36-47 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) as being obvious in light of United States Patent No. 6,247,057 to Barrera, III (hereinafter 
"Barrera"). See Final Office Action, page 2. Applicants respectfully submit many of the 
recitations of the pending claims are not met by Barrera for at least the reasons discussed herein 
and in Applicants' previously filed Amendments of January 20, 2005 and July 5, 2005. 
Therefore, Applicants respectfully request review of the present application by an appeal 
conference prior to the filing of an appeal brief. In the interest of brevity, Applicants will only 
discuss the recitations of the independent claims that are not met by Barrera. 

Independent Claim 1 of the present invention recites: 

A method of assigning a port for a connection originated by one of multiple 
application instances, the multiple application instances executing on different data 
processing systems and utilizing a common network address, comprising: 

providing an indication of available ports for the common network address 
to each of the different data processing systems executing the multiple application 
instances; and 

selecting a port identified as available as the port for the connection utilizing 
the common network address. 

Recitations corresponding to those of Claim 1 are also found in independent Claims 44 and 46. 
Applicants submit that at least the highlighted recitations of Claim 1 are not met by the cited 
portions of Barrera. 

In particular, Barrera appears to relate to a system for allowing requests to multiple 
services that would otherwise use the same port. See Barrera, column 6, lines 8-33. Barrera 
describes a problem where incoming requests to use a service specify the same port. The 
requests for different virtual services are differentiated by the IP address. See Barrera, column 6, 
line 64 to column 7, line 13 and footnote 1, Response to First Office Action, page 14. However, 
as described in Barrera, the operating system strips the IP address from the request and, 
therefore, all requests to the same port appear as a request to the same service. See Barrera, 
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column 6, lines 8-23. Barrera appears to solve this problem by associating different service 
instances with different predefined ports and then mapping the IP address of the request to the 
predefined ports so as to differentiate between service requests that would otherwise use the 
same port. See Barrera, column 6, line 39 to column 7, line 13. Barrera describes an endpoint 
ID creator that establishes the relationship between the designated endpoint IDs {e.g. the globally 
known port for the type of service) and the new endpoint ID (e.g. the remapped port for a 
particular instance of a virtual service). See Barrera, column 8, lines 34-52. Thus, Barrera 
appears to relate to mapping of incoming requests to multiple service instances that share a 
common port identification from the requestor's perspective. The mapping is not made on a 
connection by connection basis, but appears to be static once established and does not appear to 
be responsive to a connection being established but, rather, is responsive to a service starting. 

Since, as discussed above, Barrera relates to mapping incoming requests for use of a 
service to multiple instances of the service, not to assignments of ports for connections initiated 
by the services, Applicants submit that the recitation of "a method of assigning a port for a 
connection originated by one of multiple application instances, the multiple application 
instances executing on different data processing systems and utilizing a common network 
address" recited in Claim 1 of the present invention is not met by Barrera for at least these 
reasons. 

As is clear from the above cited portions of Barrera, the IP addresses appear to be 
different for the different instances of a service, but the ports are the same. In contrast, Claim 1 
of the present invention recites that the multiple application instances utilize a "common network 
address" and that the selected port is used "for the connection utilizing the common network 
address." Thus, these recitations of Claim 1 are also not met by Barrera. 

With regard to the recitations of Claim 1 that recites "providing an indication of available 
ports for the common network address to each of the different data processing systems executing 
the multiple application instances," the Office Actions do not address the recitations that the 
indication is provided "to each of the different data processing systems executing the multiple 
application instances," but merely cites to a portion of Barrera that discusses a mapping table. 
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The citation to Barrera, column 8, lines 53-63, does not appear to disclose or suggest that the 
table is provided to the processing systems executing application instances that are originating 
connections. As such, Applicants submit that these recitations of Claim 1 are also not met 
by the cited portion of Barrera. 

The First Office Action (page 3) also cites to column 6, line 64 to column 7, line 13 of 
Barrera as disclosing the selection of a port as recited in Claim 1 . However, as discussed above, 
Applicants submit that this portion of Barrera does not relate to the assignment of ports for 
connections utilizing a common network address but, instead, uses the network address as a 
differentiator and selects a port based on the different network addresses. See Barrera, table in 
column 7. As such, Applicants submit that the recitation of "selecting a port identified as 
available as the port for the connection utilizing the common network address" as recited 
in Claim 1 is not met by the cited portions of Barrera. 

Furthermore, Applicants submit that to the extent Claim 38 has recitations analogous to 
those of Claim 13, that these recitations are also not met by the cited portions of Barrera for at 
least reasons analogous to those discussed above with reference to Claim 13. 

Finally, to the extent that the language of Independent Claim 13 is analogous to that of 
Claim 1, Applicants submit that the recitations of Claim 13 are not met by Barrera for at least the 
reasons discussed above with reference to Claim 1. Furthermore, Claim 13 expressly recites the 
use of a dynamic virtual IP address (DVIPA). Applicants can find no reference or corresponding 
recitations of the cited portions of Barrera that would disclose or suggest the use of a DVIPA 
with the system of Barrera. The Final Office Action states that Barrera teaches DVIPAs because 
Barrera discusses virtual services. See Final Office action, Page 4. However, Applicants 
respectfully disagree for at least the reasons discussed in Applicants 1 Amendment and request for 
Reconsideration of July 5, 2005 at page 20, second full paragraph. Accordingly, for at least 
these reasons. Applicants submit that the recitations of DVIPAs is not met by Barrera. 

Furthermore, with respect to Claim 13, Applicants can find no reference in the cited 
portions of Barrera that disclose that the indication of available ports is stored in a commonly 
accessible storage facility where the storage facility is accessible to the data processing systems 
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that are originating the connections. As such, Applicants submit that these recitations of Claim 
13 are not met by the cited portions of Barrera. Recitations corresponding to those of Claim 13 
are also found in independent Claims 45 and 47 and, Applicants submit that the corresponding 
recitations of Claim 13 are also not met by the cited portions of Barrera for analogous reasons. 

Accordingly, for at least the reasons discussed above, many of the recitations of 
Independent Claims 1,13, 38, 44, 45, 46 and 47 are not met by Barrera. Therefore, Applicants 
respectfully request that the present application be reviewed and reversed by the appeal 
conference prior to the filing of an appeal brief. 
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